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Developing a Trade Show Exhibitor’s Overall Satisfaction Measurement Scale
INTRODUCTION
Researchers have conducted extensive studies with trade show exhibitors to identify key
determinants of their overall satisfaction (Jung, 2005; Lee & Back, 2009). Results have been used to help (a)
exhibitors better manage their trade show participation (Dekimpe, François, Gopalakrishna, Lilien, & van
den Bulte, 1997) and (b) trade show organizers provide better service to exhibitors (Jin & Weber, 2013).
However, these results have been derived from observational outcome indicators (e.g., actual sales at the
show, number of leads) that have not been clearly defined or shown to be reliable and valid (Gopalakrishna
& Lilien, 1995; Kerin & Cron, 1987). These outcome indicators also have been found to be weakly related to
exhibitor’s overall satisfaction and likelihood to return to the show (Hansen, 2004; Jin, Weber, & Bauer,
2012). As a result, the trade show performance literature lacks a comprehensive framework for the
determinants of exhibitor’s overall satisfaction, as well as scales with adequate evidence of reliability and
validity (Hansen, 2004). An additional limitation of previous trade show studies is that most have focused on
exhibitors only, failing to acknowledge the roles of the other two key stakeholders—trade show organizers
and visitors (e.g., Berne & Garcí
a-Uceda, 2008; Bruhn & Hadwich, 2005; Jin & Weber, 2013; Reinhold,
Reinhold, & Schmitz, 2010).
Stakeholder theory, which was introduced by Freeman in 1984, recognizes that successful
performance of a business is dependent, in part, on the external environment, which is made up of key
stakeholders. In a trade show setting the key stakeholders or “actors” are visitors, exhibitors, and organizers.
Face-to-face contact is a key feature of a trade show that distinguishes it from other types of business to
business (B2B) marketing and is one of its most valuable features (Godar & O’Connor, 2001). Through faceto-face interactions, exhibitors and visitors share their common interests, discuss industry trends, build
relationships in a cost-effective way, and adopt specific roles throughout the purchasing process, should it
occur (Kang & Schrier, 2011; Rosson & Seringhaus, 1995). The eventual success of a trade show depends
largely on its ability to meet the objectives of all three key stakeholders (Gopalakrishna, Roster, & Sridhar,
2010). Thus, the specific objectives of this study are to: 1) construct a measurement scale on trade show
exhibitor’s overall satisfaction that accounts for all three key stakeholders in the trade show industry and 2)
empirically examine the scale’s reliability and validity.
Three Dimensions of Exhibitor’s Overall Satisfaction
Exhibitor’s Self-Performance
Exhibitors’ self-performance corresponds to their perception of their own performance at a trade
show, which is the most common indicator of exhibitors’ trade show performance and is usually measured
against pre-set objectives (Hansen, 2004). Hansen (1999) argued that trade show performance has
traditionally been evaluated using outcome-based measures, ignoring the behavior-based measures. Hansen
set up a preliminary trade show performance construct, which included one outcome-based dimension (salesrelated activities) and four behavior-based dimensions (information-gathering activities, image-building
activities, motivation activities, and relationship-building activities). These five dimensions are the essence
of exhibitor’s performance and it is believed that high values associated with these dimensions lead to a
satisfactory overall experience.
The Exhibitor-Visitor Link
Exhibitors and visitors use trade shows to develop new business relationships and work on existing
business relationships (Blythe, 2002). Visitors also attend trade shows to reduce their social and
technological distance from exhibitors (Ford, 1990). Direct contact between seller and buyer is one of the
key features that distinguish trade shows from advertising and promotion. Furthermore, trade shows differ
from sales calls because the contact is initiated by the buyer rather than the seller (Munuera & Ruiz, 1999).
The Exhibitor-Organizer Link
At industrial trade shows exhibitors are more valuable than visitors because organizers collect most
of their revenue from exhibitors. Hence, it is in the organizers’ best interest to cater to the needs of and
deliver satisfactory services to exhibitors. Previous research has demonstrated that trade show visitors
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(Konopacki, 1996; Munuera & Ruiz, 1999), exhibitors (O’Hara & Herbig, 1993), and organizers (Munuera
& Ruiz, 1999) identify trade shows as having a substantial service component. Thus, the link between
exhibitors and organizers corresponds to exhibitors’ perception of service quality delivered by organizers.
Based on the literature reviewed, it is clear that visitors, exhibitors, and organizers are the three key
stakeholders of trade shows and their interactions with and perceptions of each other must be accounted for
when studying exhibitor’s overall satisfaction. Thus, the objectives of this study are to construct and validate
a measurement scale that accounts for the significant roles of all three key stakeholders in a trade show
context (Figure 1).
Figure 1. VEO Framework on Exhibitor’ Satisfaction
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SCALE DEVELOPMENT
Item Generation and Content Validity
Three dimensions of exhibitor’s satisfaction were combined to create an overall satisfaction scale.
To validate the three dimensions, trade show exhibitors were asked to indicate their overall satisfaction with
the trade show using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “extremely unsatisfied” (1) to "extremely satisfied”
(7). A description of each dimension follows. Hansen’s (1999) five-dimension conceptual framework was
used to enable exhibitors to document their self-performance. This five-dimension framework emphasizes
non-sales activities and was utilized in one of the most well-organized and comprehensive studies on
exhibitors’ self-performance (Seringhaus & Rosson, 2004). A 21-item measure based on Brady and
Cronin’s (2001) multi-level model on service quality was used to document exhibitors’ level of satisfaction
with organizers on a 7-point Likert-scale. A 7-point, 12-item performance scale (1= extremely poor, 7=
extremely excellent) drawn from a study the authors of this abstract conducted was used to enable
exhibitors to indicate their level of satisfaction with visitors. Four sub-dimensions captured exhibitors’
satisfaction with visitors: visitors’ job level, job function, purchasing authority, and interaction. All four
sub-dimensions have been found to influence exhibitors’ satisfaction with visitors (Bello, 1992; Bello &
Lohtia, 1993; Rosson & Seringhaus, 1995). Four experts (three from the industry and one from academia)
reviewed the three dimensions of the satisfaction scale to ensure content validity (DeVellis, 2012). A total
of 50 items were retained to measure the three dimensions of trade show exhibitor’s satisfaction.
Purification of the Measurement Scale
A pilot study of the 50-item satisfaction scale was undertaken using data collected from the 2013
China Household Electrical Appliances Trade Fair, which was held in Zhongshan, China. The Fair hosted
800 exhibitors and over 60,000 visitors (i.e., professional buyers). A total of 400 exhibitors were approached
during the last day of the trade show and asked to participate in a survey. A total of 336 exhibitors provided
valid feedback, yielding a response rate of 84.0%. To examine response bias, a comparison was conducted
between early responders (i.e., first 168 respondents) and late responders (i.e., last 168 respondents). There
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were no significant differences between the two groups in terms of the mean scores on each of the three
dimensions.
Analyses of the items comprising the sub-dimensions of the satisfaction scale were conducted to
examine their consistency (Churchill, 1979). A corrected item-total correlation (CITC) of .30 was used to
decide whether or not to delete an item from a sub-dimension (DeVellis, 2012). Cronbach’s alpha was used
to ensure the reliability of each sub-dimension. An iterative sequence of calculating CITC and Cronbach’s
alpha was repeated multiple times. As a result, the modified measurement scale is a third-order construct
with three dimensions (i.e., satisfaction with self-performance, satisfaction with organizers, and satisfaction
with visitors) and twelve sub-dimensions (Appendix). Following the guidelines proposed by DeVellis
(2012), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to verify the unidimensionality of the three
satisfaction dimensions. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Normed Fit Index
(NFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and the item regression coefficients were reviewed. A good model fit
requires the ratio of Chi Square and degrees of freedom to be lower than 5; NFI, TLI, and CFI to be higher
than .90; and RMSEA to be lower than .10 (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1998; Steiger, 1990; Tucker &
Lewis, 1973). The GOF statistics for the three dimensions were satisfactory and all path coefficients were
significant and in the expected direction.
SCALE VALIDATION
The modified instrument was distributed to a new sample of 750 exhibitors at 3 different trade shows
(i.e., 2013 and 2014 China International Game & Amusement Exhibition, supported by more than 50
international associations, magazines and professional websites from over 20 countries; 2014 China
Household Electrical Appliances Trade Fair, with an annual exhibitor attendance of over 1,500 and visitor
attendance of over 160,000). Multiple trade show staff were involved with the data collection process and
folllowed the same protocol used in the pilot study. Overall, 594 valid responses were obtained, yielding a
79.2% response rate.
Convergent Validity
Convergent validity was examined by looking at composite reliability, average variance extracted,
squared multiple correlation (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), and the significance of item loadings on the
hypothesized dimensions (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). A 12-item, three-dimensional confirmatory factor
model was conducted. To establish convergent validity, the following conditions must be met: 1) all item
loadings need to be statistically significant; 2) composite reliability needs to be higher than .70; 3) average
variance extracted needs to be higher than .50; 4) and squared multiple correlation needs to be higher than
.50 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The results indicated that all item loadings were
statistically significant (p < .001) and the goodness-of-fit statistics for the model were satisfactory (2 (58) =
301.589, p = .000, CFI = .968, TLI = .950, RMSEA = .086). Composite reliabilities for the three dimensions
exceeded the cutoff value of .70. Average variance extracted and squared multiple correlation both exceeded
the cutoff value of .50. Overall, the results established the convergent validity of the measurement scale.
Discriminant Validity
To test the discriminant validity of the satisfaction scale, a series of one-factor and two-factor CFA
models were conducted, and change in chi-square between the one-factor and two-factor measurement
models was assessed (Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991). Results indicated that the two-factor model was better
(p < .001) than the one-factor model for all pairs of sub-dimensions. For example, combining the Satisfaction
with Visitors dimension and the Satisfaction with Organizers dimension into a single factor produced a
significantly worse fit (2 (32) = 441.012, p < .001, CFI= .914, TLI= .852, RMSEA = .150) than a two-factor
model (2 (28) = 178.220, p < .001, CFI= .968, TLI= .938, RMSEA = .097). Thus, these results established
the discriminant validity of the measurement scale.
Predictive Validity
Predictive validity is defined as the ability of the scale to estimate an outcome variable that is
external to the measurement instrument itself (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). To establish the predictive
validity of the scale, the endogenous latent variable—positive behavioral intention—and two observed
variables—word-of-mouth and willingness to return—were added to the structural equation model with the
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three dimensions of exhibitor’s satisfaction and overall satisfaction. Both variables were measured using a
10-point Likert scale (1 = least likely; 10 = most likely). Standardized path coefficients and squared multiple
correlations were examined to establish the predictive validity of the scale. The goodness-of-fit of the model
turned out to be satisfactory (2 (83) = 452.126, p < .001, CFI= .960, TLI= .942, RMSEA = .088). All path
coefficients were statistically significant (p <.01) and the squared multiple correlation for the positive
behavioral intention was .741, which means that 74.1% of the variance in positive behavioral intention could
be explained by the three satisfaction dimensions. Thus, the predictive validity of the measurement scale was
established.
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
The purpose of this study was to construct a valid and reliable exhibitor overall satisfaction scale that
accounts for the three stakeholders in the trade show industry. Based on the proposed framework and the
scale development procedure recommended by DeVellis (2012) and Churchill (1979), an exhibitor
satisfaction scale was successfully constructed and validated. The final scale consisted of 46-items that
represented 12 sub-dimensions and 3 dimensions of overall satisfaction. Reliability, unidimensionality,
content validity, construct validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity of the scale were tested and
established using 594 responses from 3 trade shows in China. The goodness-of-fit indices indicated a
satisfactory fit for the proposed scale.
A major contribution of this study is that it introduces a scale that can be used to measure
satisfaction in the trade show industry. Previous measures focused on one specific stakeholder and ignored
the interactions taking place with other stakeholders (Godar & O’Connor, 2001; Jin et al., 2012). Using these
measures was problematic because they failed to capture the significant impacts of all three key stakeholders.
No matter how many sales leads exhibitors get during a trade show, if their booths are damaged due to
organizers’ negligence or their concerns are not addressed in a timely manner, they might not be satisfied
with their overall experience and might choose to skip the trade show the next year. Similarly, visitors might
enjoy the most meticulous service from the organizer, but if they did not meet enough exhibitors, the whole
experience could be considered unsatisfactory, leading to negative word-of-mouth. Trade show organizers
can use the exhibitor satisfaction scale constructed and validated in this study to evaluate their trade shows.
This is of immense value as a primary objective of trade show organizers is to create effective shows that
result in positive outcomes for both exhibitors and visitors.
In conclusion, this study contributes to the satisfaction literature by building upon stakeholder theory
and introducing a valid and reliable overall satisfaction measurement scale that is readily available for use in
trade show and event settings.
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Appendix: Pilot Study Results with Revised Scale Items
Dimension

Sub-dimension

Item

Mean (SD)

CITC

Alpha Coefficients

Self-performance

Sales

S1
S2
S3
S4

3.967 (1.208)
4.464 (1.010)
3.771 (.970)
3.893 (.937)

.752
.676
.664
.449

.811

Information Gathering

IG1
IG2
IG3

4.015 (.865)
4.390 (.877)
3.699 (.915)

.627
.372
.395

.648

Relationship Building

RB1
RB2
RB3
RB4

4.280 (.891)
4.054 (.929)
4.554 (.876)
3.807 (.829)

.608
.575
.516
.793

.804

Image Building

IB1
IB2
IB3
IB4

4.351 (.947)
4.482 (.998)
4.789 (.930)
4.199 (.787)

.717
.695
.636
.418

.811

Motivation

M1
M2

4.488 (.989)
4.717 (.725)

.513
.513

.657

Interaction

A1
A2
A3
B1
B2
B3
E1
E2
E3

4.164 (.864)
4.074 (.926)
4.497 (.757)
4.116 (.548)
3.881 (.775)
4.048 (.816)
4.164 (.687)
4.247 (.758)
4.199 (.728)

.358
.576
.520
.549
.548
.684
.339
.665
.587

.826

Environment

AC1
AC2
AC3
D1
SF1

4.182 (.807)
4.348 (.888)
4.539 (.887)
4.345 (.857)
4.491 (.927)

.391
.328
.467
.518
.466

.679

Outcome

V1
V2
V3

3.902 (.881)
4.166 (.822)
4.149 (.758)

.506
.552
.708

.754

Job Level

JL1
JL2
JL3

4.039 (.829)
4.310 (.817)
4.262 (.889)

.296
.348
.314

.503

Job Function

JF1
JF2
JF3
JF4

4.313 (.665)
4.214 (.819)
4.548 (.863)
4.396 (.898)

.522
.564
.408
.447

.694

Purchasing Authority

PA1
PA2
PA3

4.086 (.774)
4.027 (.837)
4.133 (.770)

.607
.692
.469

.755

Communication

C1
C2

4.348 (.781)
4.295 (.699)

.413
.413

.582

Organizers

Visitors
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